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Abstract Relativistic electrons (E > 1 MeV) cause internal charging on satellites and are an important
space weather hazard. A key requirement in space weather research concerns extreme events and
knowledge of the largest flux expected to be encountered over the lifetime of a satellite mission. This is
interesting both from scientific and practical points of view since satellite operators, engineers, and the
insurance industry need this information to better evaluate the effects of extreme events on their spacecraft.
Here we conduct an extreme value analysis of daily averaged E >2 MeV electron fluxes from the
Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites (GOES) during the 19.5 year period from 1 January 1995
to 30 June 2014. We find that the daily averaged flux measured at GOES West is typically a factor of about
2.5 higher than that measured at GOES East, and we conduct independent analyses for these two locations.
The 1 in 10, 1 in 50, and 1 in 100 year daily averaged E > 2 MeV electron fluxes at GOES West are 1.84 × 105,
5.00 × 105, and 7.68 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively. The corresponding fluxes at GOES East are 6.53 × 104,
1.98 × 105, and 3.25 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively. The largest fluxes seen during the 19.5 year period on
29 July 2004 were particularly extreme and were seen by satellites at GOESWest and GOES East. The extreme
value analysis suggests that this event was a 1 in 50 year event.
1. Introduction
Space weather is an increasingly important natural hazard risk as society becomes ever more heavily
dependent on satellite technology for communications, navigation, defense, and Earth observation
[e.g., Horne et al., 2013]. The concern at government level in the UK is such that space weather was added
to the UK National Risk Register of Civil Emergencies in 2012. The relative likelihood of extreme space
weather occurring in the next 5 years is significant and has been estimated as between 1 in 2 and 1 in
20 [Cabinet Office, 2012]. In Europe, space weather is recognized as a threat to its critical infrastructure
[Krausmann, 2011] and is a priority for European Space Agency’s Space Situational Awareness program.
Following President Obama’s meeting with Prime Minister David Cameron in 2011, space weather is also a
topic of special collaboration between the UK and the U.S [Viereck, 2012].
The impacts of space weather on satellite operations range from momentary interruptions of service to
a total loss of capabilities when a satellite fails. For example, during the 2003 Halloween geomagnetic
storms 47 satellites experienced anomalies, while one satellite, the Japanese/U.S. U.S. $640 million Midori 2
environmental research satellite, was a complete loss [Webb and Allen, 2004]. Other satellite losses and
partial losses that have been associated with adverse space weather conditions include Anik E2 on
20 January 1994 [Baker, 2001], Telstar 401 on 11 January 1997 [Lanzerotti et al., 1998], Galaxy 10R on 3
August 2004 [Choi et al., 2011], Intelsat 804 on 14 January 2005 [Royal Academy of Engineering Report, 2013],
and Galaxy 15 on 5 April 2010 [Allen, 2010]. One recent report estimates that the loss of revenue from
satellite services alone, for an event 3 times the size of the Carrington event of 1859, could be as high as U.S.
$30 billion [Odenwald and Green, 2007]. However, there is a large uncertainty associated with this estimate,
and the likely effect of a severe space weather storm on the satellite fleet remains difficult to quantify.
Space weather can affect satellites in a number of ways. For example, galactic cosmic rays, which vary in
antiphase with the solar cycle, cause single-event upsets [e.g.,Wilkinson et al., 1991]. Solar energetic protons,
which are associated with coronal and/or interplanetary shock waves driven by coronal mass ejections,
cause single-event upsets [Adams et al., 1996] and also displacement damage in electronic components. The
latter leads to degradation of solar array power over the course of the satellite lifetime. Energetic electrons
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affect satellites in two important ways. Suprathermal electrons, with energies of the order of tens of keV,
which are injected into the inner magnetosphere during storms and substorms [e.g., Cayton et al., 1989],
cause surface charging [Lanzerotti et al., 1998; Koons and Fennell, 2006] which can damage surface materials
and underlying components. At higher energies, relativistic electrons, with energies of the order of 1 MeV
and above, cause internal charging [e.g., Wrenn, 1995; Wrenn et al., 2002; Gubby and Evans, 2002], the
subsequent discharge of which can lead to component failure and trigger phantom commands.
Relativistic electrons (E >1 MeV) are a major and well-established cause of radiation damage to satellites
in Earth’s orbit. These so-called “killer” electrons reside in two distinct regions known as the Earth’s inner
and outer Van Allen radiation belts [Van Allen and Frank, 1959]. The inner radiation belt, which lies between
L = 1.1 and 2, is relatively stable, except during the largest geomagnetic storms [Baker et al., 2007]. Here
L is the distance in Earth radii to the equatorial crossing of a given geomagnetic field line. In contrast, the
outer radiation belt, which typically lies between L = 3 and L = 7, is highly dynamic. In this region the flux of
relativistic electrons can vary by orders of magnitude on timescales ranging from minutes to weeks [Blake
et al., 1992; Baker et al., 1994]. This variability is caused by a variety of transport, acceleration, and loss
processes [e.g., Horne, 2002; Thorne, 2010], all of which tend to be enhanced during enhanced geomagnetic
activity which is ultimately driven by the Sun. Relativistic electrons can penetrate through satellite surface
material and may deposit their charge on insulators or on ungrounded conductors. This charge can build up
over time leading to arcing or electrostatic discharge which can damage components and, in extreme cases,
even prove fatal for a satellite. Relativistic electrons also pose a risk to astronauts on extravehicular activities
[e.g., Dacheva et al., 2013].
Geosynchronous orbit is a low-inclination orbit around the Earth with an orbital period equal to the Earth’s
sidereal rotation period. It is a particularly important region both for communications and weather satellites,
since satellites located in this orbit remain in the same area of the sky as viewed from the Earth, staying
within view of a given ground station. As of May 2012, there were 419 satellites in geosynchronous orbit,
representing about 42% of the entire satellite fleet [Horne et al., 2013]. Geosynchronous satellites operate at
an altitude of approximately 35,790 km in the Earth’s geographic equatorial plane corresponding to L = 6.6.
Geosynchronous orbit is thus located toward the edge of the outer radiation belt, and so geosynchronous
satellites are exposed to relativistic electrons. Indeed, there is a significant correlation between satellite
anomalies and the E > 2 MeV electron flux at geosynchronous orbit [Wrenn, 1995; Iucci et al., 2005].
The service life expectancy of a modern communications satellite at geosynchronous orbit is typically 10
to 15 years. Satellite operators and engineers are, therefore, interested in extreme events that occur on
these and longer timescales. In particular, they need to know the 1 in 10, 1 in 50, and 1 in 100 year fluxes of
relativistic electrons to try and assess how hostile the radiation belt environment can become in a
worst-case scenario. Such information can be used to help assess the impact of extreme events on the
satellite fleet and to help improve the resilience of future satellites by better design of satellite components
if required. Satellite insurers are also interested in extreme events to help them evaluate realistic disaster
scenarios.
In this study we use nearly 20 years of data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites (GOES) to determine the number of times the
flux of E > 2 MeV electrons rises above given thresholds and to determine probability distributions. We
also conduct an extreme value analysis to determine the 1 in 10, 1 in 50, and 1 in 100 year flux levels. The
instrumentation and data analysis are described in section 2, and the probability distributions are presented
in section 3. In section 4 we present a detailed case study, featuring the largest event recorded in our study
period. The extreme value analysis is then described and the results are presented in section 5. Finally, the
results are discussed and the conclusions are presented in sections 6 and 7, respectively.
2. Instrumentation andData Analysis
In this study we use particle data from the energetic particle sensors (EPS) on board the NOAA GOES
satellites. These satellites operate at geosynchronous orbit at an altitude of approximately 35,790 km. Here
we use data from GOES 8–13 and 15 covering the interval from 1 January 1995 to 30 June 2014.
The E> 2 MeV electron flux is measured by a wide-aperture dome detector assembly with a field of view of
about 60◦ by 120◦ [Onsager et al., 1996]. The dome detectors on GOES 8, 9, 11, and 12 are mounted such that
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Table 1. Satellite Data Used in Study
Dates
GOES East
GOES 8 18 Feb 1995 to 9 May 2003
GOES 12 1 Oct 2003 to 28 Nov 2008
GOES 13 1 May 2010 to date
GOES West
GOES 9 2 Apr 1996 to 27 Jul 1998
GOES 10 17 Aug 1998 to 21 Jun 2006
GOES 11 22 Jun 2006 to 27 Feb 2011
GOES 15 7 Dec 2011 to date
their fields of view look westward, whereas the
dome detector on GOES 10 looks eastward. There
are two sets of dome detectors on GOES 13 and 15,
one set looking westward and the other eastward,
depending on the orientation of the spacecraft
[Rodriguez et al., 2014]. For our study we select the
measurements from the westward facing detector.
Some of the archived data have invalid position
information. When this occurs, we interpolate from
the known positions of the satellite.
In this study we focus on the largest fluxes of
E > 2 MeV electrons observed by the GOES
satellites. However, at the highest flux levels, the output rate of a given instrument can be significantly
lower than the true rate owing to the effect of dead time. The dead time is the period initiated by the
onset of a charge pulse from an incident particle during which a subsequent pulse cannot be measured.
A nonextendable (nonparalyzable) dead time correction [ICRU, 1994; Knoll, 2000] was recommended by the
builder of the GOES 13–15 EPS [Hanser, 2011]. The multiplicative nonextendable dead time correction is
given by
𝜂 = 1
1 − 𝜏ΣNi=1Ri
(1)
where 𝜏 is the dead time (2.5 μs for EPS) and Ri are the coincidence rates from the set of channels measured
by a given instrument. Since the detector and electronic coincidence logic designs are identical for the two
series, the GOES 13–15 dead time correction is also valid for the GOES 8–12 EPS. The E >2 MeV electrons
are measured by the D3 dome detector, along with the E > 0.8 MeV electrons, the 15–40 MeV protons,
and the 60–160 MeV alpha particles. The D3 dome dead time correction is dominated by the E >0.8 MeV
rates, although all four channels contribute, and in the absence of solar energetic particle fluxes, it can be
estimated accurately using only the E> 0.8 MeV and E > 2 MeV rates. The real-time processing of the GOES
8–15 EPS data has not used a dead time correction. Therefore, in order to have a more accurate estimate of
extreme relativistic electron fluxes for this study, the dead time correction has been applied for the first
time to the EPS relativistic electron fluxes. Since the focus of this study are extreme events, we apply the
correction to days with daily averaged fluxes of E > 2 MeV electrons greater than 5000 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 . The
dead time correction factor ranges from 1.0 to 1.15 for fluxes near 5000 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 to a factor of ∼2 for
the highest fluxes observed.
The GOES satellites operate at two primary geographic longitudes, referred to as GOES West and GOES
East, located at 135◦ and 75◦ W respectively in the Earth’s geographic equatorial plane. Due to the Earth’s
dipole tilt satellites at these two locations operate at different magnetic latitudes with GOES West and GOES
East located roughly 4◦ and 11◦N of the magnetic equator, respectively. The satellites are thus located on
different L shells with GOES East typically being of the order of 0.2L farther from the Earth. Since the radial
gradient of flux is generally outward near geosynchronous orbit, GOES West will typically measure larger
fluxes than GOES East [Onsager et al., 2004], and we therefore conduct our analysis for the satellites at GOES
West and GOES East separately. For this study a satellite is defined to be at GOES West when its geographic
longitude, 𝜙, lies in the range 130◦< 𝜙 <140◦W and at GOES East when its geographic longitude lies in the
range 70◦ < 𝜙 < 80◦W. Data collected at other longitudes are not included in the study. The satellites used
here, together with the intervals for which they record fluxes of E >2 MeV electrons at GOES West and GOES
East, are tabulated in Table 1.
We exclude data recorded by GOES 10 in February 2010 during a period of anomalously low fluxes
attributed to count rates which had not been properly converted to fluxes [Su et al., 2014]. We also exclude
data from GOES 12 collected in September 2003 due to an offset of 1.5 days between the 5 min and 1 min
averages and after 28 November 2008 due to a partial failure of the dome detector. A second period of
anomalously low fluxes recorded by GOES 12 in May 2003 is automatically excluded from the analysis since
GOES 12 was located at an intermediate longitude during this period.
The E >2 MeV electron fluxes may be contaminated by solar proton events, and measurements made
during these events are, therefore, excluded from the analysis. We adopt the NOAA Space Weather
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Figure 1. (top) Plot of the daily averaged, dead time-corrected E > 2 MeV
electron flux measured by GOES satellites at the GOES West location
as a function of UT, together with a trace of the (bottom) 27 day
averaged sunspot number. The points are color coded to denote the
GOES satellite that made the measurement. Periods with no data coverage
are shaded grey.
Prediction Center’s definition of a
solar proton event and exclude the
electron data whenever the flux of
E > 10 MeV protons determined
from the GOES EPS measurements
is greater than 10 cm−2 s−1 sr−1. We
subsequently calculate the daily
average for a given satellite and a
given day whenever greater than
90% of the day has good quality
data in the absence of a solar proton
event. In total, there are 5844 good
quality daily data points at GOES
West and 5649 good quality data
points at GOES East, corresponding
to approximately 16 and 15.5 years
of operational data, respectively. We
emphasize that the good quality
data points include daily averaged
fluxes both above and below
5000 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 but only fluxes
above 5000 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 have been
corrected for dead time.
3. Daily Statistics
The daily averaged, dead time-corrected E > 2 MeV electron flux at the GOES West position is plotted as
a function of UT in Figure 1 (top), together with a trace of the 27 day averaged sunspot number (bottom).
Each point represents 1 day, and the data are color coded according to the satellite that made the
measurement. Periods when no data are available are shaded grey. The largest fluxes are seen during the
declining phase of the solar cycle consistent with previous findings [Koons, 2001;Miyoshi et al., 2004]. Flux
levels of 104, 2 × 104, and 5 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 were exceeded on 404, 162, and 31 days, respectively.
Figure 2. Plot of the exceedance probability of the daily average flux
of E >2 MeV electrons measured by the GOES satellites at the GOES
West location.
The distribution of the flux of E > 2 MeV
electrons is shown in Figure 2. To
highlight the extremes, we express
the distribution as the exceedance
probability, P[J > j], which represents the
probability that an individual sample,
J, exceeds a threshold j. The flux levels
that are exceeded 5%, 1%, and 0.1% of
the time are 1.35 × 104, 3.41 × 104, and
1.29 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively.
The daily averaged, dead time-corrected
E >2 MeV electron flux is plotted as a
function of UT for the satellite at GOES
East, together with a trace of the 27 day
averaged sunspot number, in Figure 3 in
the same format as Figure 1. Flux levels
of 104, 2 × 104, and 5 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1
were exceeded on 114, 30, and 3 days,
respectively.
The distribution of the flux of E > 2 MeV
electrons is shown in Figure 4 in the
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Figure 3. (top) Plot of the daily averaged, dead time-corrected E > 2 MeV
electron flux measured by GOES satellites at the GOES East location as
a function of UT, together with a trace of the (bottom) 27 day averaged
sunspot number. The points are color coded to denote the GOES
satellite that made the measurement. Periods with no data coverage are
shaded grey.
same format as Figure 2. The red
symbols represent the exceedance
probability measured at GOES West
and illustrate that on average, the flux
of E > 2 MeV electrons measured
at GOES East is typically a factor of
∼2.5 lower than that measured at
GOES West. The flux levels that are
exceeded 5%, 1%, and 0.1% of the
time are 5.65 × 103, 1.43 × 104, and
4.67 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively.
The 10 largest daily averaged fluxes
of E > 2 MeV electrons observed by
satellites at GOES West and GOES East
are tabulated in Table 2. This table
differs from that published in Kataoka
and Miyoshi [2008a] in a number
of ways. First, the data have been
corrected for dead time; second, we
create two independent lists, one for
the satellite at GOESWest and the other
for the satellite at GOES East; and third,
we choose to tabulate the top 10 daily
averages as opposed to the top 10 event maxima. The largest daily averaged flux of E > 2 MeV electrons
observed at GOESWest was 4.92 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 on 29 July 2004. The satellite at GOES East also recorded
its largest flux of 1.93 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 on the same day. These two independent observations of the
most extreme flux suggest that the event was real and captured by both satellites. The largest three fluxes
observed at GOES West occurred on three consecutive days illustrating that there is a tendency for the data
to cluster in that if the flux is high on a given day, it may also be high on the next day.
Figure 4. Plot of the exceedance probability of the daily average
flux of E >2 MeV electrons measured by the GOES satellites at the
GOES East location (black symbols). The exceedance probabilities
of the daily average flux of E > 2 MeV electrons measured by the
GOES satellites at the GOES West location are shown for comparison
(red symbols).
4. Case Study
The flux of E > 2 MeV electrons for July
and August 2004, which includes the
interval containing the largest daily
averaged fluxes observed during the
interval under study, is shown in Figure 5.
For this specific interval we corrected all
of the E > 2 MeV electron data for dead
time. During this period the electron fluxes
at GOES East were made by GOES 12 and
those at GOES West by GOES 10. With the
failure of the two highest energy proton
channels, GOES 12 data were not used to
calculate integral proton fluxes, and the
proton fluxes during this interval were
provided by GOES 10 and GOES 11 which
was located around 105◦W. Figure 5 shows
(a) the E > 2 MeV electron flux, (b) the
E > 10 MeV integral proton flux, (c) the
geographic longitudes, (d) the solar
wind speed and IMF Bz, (e) the Dst index
(color coded) together with a trace of the
solar wind pressure, and (f ) the Kp index
(color coded) together with a trace of the
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Table 2. Largest Daily Averaged E > 2 MeV Fluxes Observed at GOES West
and GOES East
GOES West GOES East
Flux Flux
(cm−2 s−1 sr−1) Date (cm−2 s−1 sr−1) Date
4.92 × 105 29 Jul 2004 1.93 × 105 29 Jul 2004
3.31 × 105 28 Jul 2004 1.18 × 105 30 Jul 2004
2.31 × 105 30 Jul 2004 5.24 × 104 19 Sep 2005
1.96 × 105 18 May 2005 4.93 × 104 18 Sep 2005
1.36 × 105 17 May 2005 4.83 × 104 31 Jul 2004
1.29 × 105 17 Sep 2005 4.67 × 104 19 May 2005
1.25 × 105 18 Sep 2005 4.43 × 104 17 Apr 2006
1.14 × 105 19 Sep 2005 4.37 × 104 18 May 2005
1.11 × 105 19 May 2005 3.89 × 104 20 Sep 2005
1.11 × 105 17 Apr 2006 3.79 × 104 21 Sep 2005
AE index. In Figure 5a the 5 min resolution E > 2 MeV fluxes are plotted as small dots and the daily averaged
E > 2 MeV fluxes are shown as large crosses. This period contains an interval with three consecutive
geomagnetic storms with Dst minima of −99, −136, and −170 nT on 23, 25, and 27 July, respectively
(Figure 5e). The storms were each associated with high levels of geomagnetic activity as monitored by the
Kp and AE indices (Figure 5f ). Each storm was also associated with strong southward IMF Bz and elevated
solar wind speeds (v > 500 km s−1) (Figure 5d). Following the first storm on the 23 July, the daily averaged
flux of E > 2 MeV electrons observed by GOES 10 increased by over an order of magnitude to greater than
104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1. A solar proton event hits the Earth on 25 July and lasted until 27 July (Figure 5b). The
interval, which is greyed out in Figures 5a and 5b, prevented measurements of the daily averaged flux
for three consecutive days. Following the third geomagnetic storm on 27 July, the daily averaged flux of
E > 2 MeV electrons observed by GOES 10 exceeded 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 on 28, 29, and 30 July, with a peak
flux of 4.92 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 on 29 July. The flux then remained elevated above 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 for a
further 6 days.
5. ExtremeValue Analysis
The main purpose of this study is to determine the extreme values of the daily averaged flux of E >2 MeV
electrons that might be encountered by a satellite at geosynchronous orbit. In particular, we would like to
know the largest flux that might be observed at this location over a given period of time, namely, in 10,
50, and 100 years. For our study we have roughly 16 years of good quality data, so we need a method to
determine the 1 in 50 and 1 in 100 year events. This requires a different statistical approach to that used
traditionally to calculate, for example, the mean, standard deviation, and percentiles of a distribution.
In this case we use a different branch of statistics known as extreme value analysis. There are two main
methods for extreme value analysis; one involves block maxima and the other involves exceedances over
a high threshold. One of the objectives of this study is to update and extend the work of Koons [2001]
who performed an extreme value analysis on the GOES E > 2 MeV electrons from 1986 to 1999. For his
study Koons [2001] chose the exceedances over a threshold approach, and to facilitate comparison with
this study, we adopt the same method here. For this approach, also known as the Peaks Over Threshold
method, the appropriate distribution function is the generalized Pareto distribution (GPD), first introduced
by Picklands [1975]. This approach has been used successfully in many fields to estimate, for example,
extremes of rainfall [e.g., Li et al., 2005], surface temperature [e.g., Nogaj et al., 2006], wind speed [e.g.,
Della-Marta et al., 2009], geomagnetic activity [Thomson et al., 2011], and storm surge [e.g., Tebaldi
et al., 2012].
Following Coles [2001], the GPD, G(y), may be written in the form
G(y) = 1 −
(
1 +
𝜉y
𝜎
)− 1
𝜉
(2)
where y = (x − u) are the exceedances and x are the data values above the chosen threshold, u. The GPD
is characterized by two parameters, a shape parameter, 𝜉, which controls the behavior of the tail of the
distribution and a scale parameter, 𝜎, which determines the statistical dispersion of the distribution. If
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Figure 5. Summary plot of the GOES data for the period July–August 2004. Shown are (a) the E > 2 MeV electron flux,
(b) the E >10 MeV proton flux, (c) the geographic longitude of the satellites, (d) the solar wind speed and IMF Bz, (e) the
Dst index (color coded) together with a trace of the solar wind pressure, and (f ) the Kp index (color coded) together with
a trace of the AE index.
𝜉 < 0, the distribution of exceedances has an upper bound, whereas if 𝜉 > 0, the distribution has no upper
limit. The GPD is a distribution function, with 1 − G(y) representing the probability that a random variable
X exceeds some value x given that it already exceeds a threshold u, P(X > x|X > u).
We may assess the quality of a fitted GPD model by comparing the empirical and modeled probabilities
and quantiles [Coles, 2001]. For probabilities we plot the modeled probability, G(y) against the empirical
probability, that X exceeds some value x given that it already exceeds a threshold u. Assuming threshold
exceedances y(1) ≤ .. ≤ y(k) and an estimated model G, the probability plot consists of the pairs( i
k + 1
,G(y(i))
)
; i = 1, ..., k (3)
For the quantiles, we plot the modeled exceedances against the empirical exceedances, y. The quantile plot
consists of the pairs (
G−1
( i
k + 1
)
, y(i) + u
)
; i = 1, ..., k (4)
where
G−1(y) = u + 𝜎
𝜉
((1 − y)−𝜉 − 1) (5)
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Figure 6. Extreme value analysis for the daily averaged E >2 MeV electron flux measured by GOES satellites at the
GOES West location. (a) Probability plot, (b) quantile plot, (c) the exceedance probability given J > u, and (d) the return
level plot.
If the generalized Pareto model is a good method for modeling the exceedances, y, then both the
probability and quantile plots should be approximately linear.
We are primarily interested in the largest flux that is likely to be observed over a given period of time.
Following Coles [2001], the level, xN, which is exceeded on average once every N years is given by
xN = u +
𝜎
𝜉
(
(Nnd𝜁u)𝜉 − 1
)
(6)
where 𝜁u is the probability of an individual observation exceeding the threshold and nd = 365.25 and is the
average number of days in any given year. A plot of xN against N is known as a return level plot.
The data in Table 2 reveal and the plot in Figure 5 shows that there is a tendency for the data to cluster in
that a day of high fluxes is likely to be succeeded by another. This breaks an important assumption used
in the statistical analysis, namely, that the individual exceedances should be independent [Coles, 2001].
The most widely adopted technique for dealing with this issue is known as declustering. We reanalyze the
data and bin the groups of the days when the threshold is exceeded into clusters, including periods when
the threshold is only exceeded on 1 day. We then identify the cluster maxima and assume that the cluster
maxima are independent with conditional exceedances given by the GPD. Here we use an empirical rule
to determine clusters of exceedances and consider a cluster to be active until the three consecutive daily
averages fall below our chosen threshold. We then fit the GPD to the cluster maxima. In this case 𝜁u in
equation (5) is given by nc∕ntot where nc is the number of clusters and ntot the total number of daily values
[Coles, 2001].
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Figure 7. Extreme value analysis for the daily averaged E >2 MeV electron flux measured by GOES satellites at the
GOES East location. (a) Probability plot, (b) quantile plot, (c) the exceedance probability given J > u, and (d) the return
level plot.
For a given threshold we fit the GPD to the cluster maxima by maximum likelihood estimation using
the routine gpd.fit provided in the library ismev [Heffernan et al., 2014] of the R statistical language
[R Development Core Team, 2008].
To determine appropriate thresholds, we examined the quantile plots for the dead time-corrected fluxes at
GOES West and GOES East. The quantile plots became approximately linear for fluxes greater than 4.0 × 104
and 1.35 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 at GOES West and East, and we, therefore, chose these values as the respective
thresholds. The numbers of individual observations that exceed these threshold values are 45 and 66 at
GOES West and East, respectively. When the data are declustered, the numbers of clusters that exceed these
limits are 17 and 29 at GOES West and GOES East, respectively, illustrating the importance of declustering in
this study.
For the data collected at GOES West the maximum likelihood estimates of the scale and shape parameters
are (2.6 ± 1.5) × 104 and 0.61 ± 0.44, respectively. Here and elsewhere the quoted error is the standard error.
The shape parameter is positive suggesting that the distribution has no upper limit. The probability plot,
showing the modeled and empirical probabilities, for the cluster maxima of E >2 MeV electrons at GOES
West is shown in Figure 6a. The blue line represents the best fit straight line to the data points using simple
linear regression and has a correlation coefficient of 0.995. The corresponding quantile plot, showing the
empirical and modeled quantiles, for the cluster maxima of E >2 MeV electrons at GOES West is shown in
Figure 6b. Excluding the outlier with a measured flux of 4.92 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, the blue line represents the
best fit straight line to the data using simple linear regression and has a correlation coefficient of 0.991. Both
fits are approximately linear illustrating that the generalized Pareto model is a good method for modeling
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the exceedances at GOES West. The exceedance probability of the cluster maxima above the threshold value
of 4.0 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 (P[J > j|J > u]) is shown in Figure 6c (black symbols), together with the maximum
likelihood fit (blue line). The return level plot, showing the level that is exceeded on average once every
N years as a function of N, for the declustered GOES West E> 2 MeV electron flux is shown in Figure 6d. The
symbols represent the experimental return levels, and the solid blue line represents the 1 in N year return
level determined from equation (5). The dotted blue lines represent the 95% confidence interval of the 1 in
N year return level. The 1 in 10, 1 in 50, and 1 in 100 year daily averaged E > 2 MeV electron fluxes at GOES
West are 1.84 × 105, 5.00 × 105, and 7.68 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively.
The analysis was repeated for the data at GOES East. At this location the maximum likelihood estimates of
the scale and shape parameters are (5.0 ± 1.8) × 103 and 0.73 ± 0.33, respectively. The shape parameter
is positive again suggesting that the distribution has no upper limit. The probability plot for the cluster
maxima of E > 2 MeV electrons at GOES East is shown in Figure 7a, in the same format as Figure 6a.
The correlation coefficient for the fit is 0.995. The corresponding quantile plot for the cluster maxima of
E > 2 MeV electrons at GOES West is shown in Figure 7b, in the same format as Figure 6a. Excluding the
outlier with a measured flux of 1.93 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, the correlation coefficient for the fit is 0.980.
Both fits are approximately linear, illustrating that the generalized Pareto model is also a good method for
modeling the exceedances at GOES East. The exceedance probability of the cluster maxima above the
chosen threshold of 1.35 × 104 cm−2 s−1 sr−1 (black symbols) together with the fit to the data (blue line) is
shown in Figure 7c. The return level plot for the declustered GOES East E > 2 MeV electron flux is shown in
Figure 7d in the same format as Figure 6d. The 1 in 10, 1 in 50, and 1 in 100 year daily averaged E > 2 MeV
electron fluxes at GOES East are 6.53 × 104, 1.98 × 105, and 3.25 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively.
6. Discussion
The daily averaged flux measured at GOES West is typically a factor of ∼2.5 higher than that measured at
GOES East. This difference is large compared with the average offsets between the various instruments of
the order of 20–30% as discussed in the appendix. The difference is largely due to the fact that GOES West
and GOES East, which operate at 135◦ and 75◦W, respectively, are located at different magnetic latitudes and
hence at different L shells with GOES East typically being of the order of 0.2L farther from the Earth. Since
the radial gradient of flux is generally outward near geosynchronous orbit, GOES West will typically measure
larger fluxes than GOES East [Onsager et al., 2004] and our analysis shows that on average, this difference in
L results in a factor of ∼2.5 difference between the daily averaged fluxes measured at GOES West and GOES
East, with the larger fluxes being measured at GOES West.
Koons [2001] conducted an extreme value analysis of the GOES E > 2 MeV electron flux covering the period
from 1 January 1986 to 31 August 1999. This study combined data from two versions of the E > 2 MeV
detector and did not correct the data for dead time. The earlier version, which was used on satellites prior
to GOES 8, suffered from dose damage which resulted in larger flux differences between GOES 5, 6, and 7
than those on GOES 8 and beyond [Su et al., 2014]. Furthermore, the Koons [2001] study combined data from
different longitudes, which could affect the results by a factor of 2, depending on satellite location. With
these caveats in mind it is informative to compare our findings with those of Koons [2001].
The N year event levels calculated by Koons [2001] are tabulated in Table 3 together with the new results
presented here. Our return levels are generally larger than those presented in Koons [2001]. For example, the
1 in 10 year flux at GOES West (East) determined here is about a factor of 2.7 (1) times that estimated from
the Koons [2001] study. For more extreme events, the 1 in 100 year flux at GOES West (East) determined here
is about a factor of 7 (3) times that estimated by Koons [2001].
Our analysis suggests that there is no upper limit to the maximum expected flux. This is in contrast to the
work of Koons [2001] who suggests that the fluxes tend to an upper limit of 2.34 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1. The
different conclusion regarding the presence or absence of an upper flux limit could be due to the inclusion
of satellite data prior to GOES 8 or the mixing of the data from different longitudes. More recently, O’Brien
et al. [2007] inferred an upper limit to the energetic electron fluxes over a broad range of energies and
L shells including geosynchronous orbit using data from the Los Alamos National Laboratory sensors
between 1989 and 2005. Both studies used log fluxes since there is considerable uncertainty in the shape
parameter. We repeated our study using log fluxes and determined values for the shape parameter of
0.019 ± 0.28 and 0.16 ± 0.23 for GOES West and GOES East, respectively. The shape parameter is thus still
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Table 3. Comparison of N Year Event Levels With Koons [2001]
GOES West GOES East Koons [2001]
Event (cm−2 s−1 sr−1) (cm−2 s−1 sr−1) (cm−2 s−1 sr−1)
1 in 10 years 1.84 × 105 6.53 × 104 6.78 × 104
1 in 20 years 2.83 × 105 1.04 × 105 7.98 × 104
1 in 50 years 5.00 × 105 1.98 × 105 9.57 × 104
1 in 100 years 7.68 × 105 3.25 × 105 1.08 × 105
1 in 150 years 9.86 × 105 4.35 × 105 1.15 × 105
positive, and the results of the linear flux fit lie within the range of the results of the log flux fit. However,
the shape parameter for both log flux fits includes negative values within their error bars suggesting that
we treat the conclusion that the fluxes have no upper bound with caution. In reality, there is likely to be an
upper limit set by some physical process, but this is not evident from the statistical analysis here. The results
demonstrate the difficulty of conclusively determining the presence or absence of an upper bound from 10
to 20 years of data. A definitive answer will require substantially more data covering a much longer period
of time.
The largest space weather event of the last 200 years is widely accepted to be the Carrington event of
1859. Indeed, when ranked by five different space weather effects, the Carrington event is the only event to
appear at or near the top of each ranking [Cliver and Svalgaard, 2004]. Historical auroral records suggest that
the return period of Carrington-level events is 150 years [Lloyd’s, 2013]. From our study, the return levels for
a 150 year event, i.e., similar in frequency to a Carrington-level event, are 9.86 × 105 and 4.35 × 105 cm−2 s−1
sr−1 for GOES West and GOES East, respectively.
The largest flux observed in the 19.5 year period between January 1995 and June 2014, of 4.92 × 105 cm−2
s−1 sr−1 , was recorded by GOES 10 operating at the GOES West position on 29 July 2004. Our analysis
shows that this point lies just inside the 95% confidence limit. The largest flux recorded at GOES East, of
1.93 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, also occurred on 29 July and lies just outside the 95% confidence limit. The fact
that this extreme flux was recorded by two independent satellites suggests that it is real. From the return
plots for the GOES West and GOES East data, shown in Figures 6d and 7d, respectively, it can be seen that
the observed maximum fluxes would only be expected to be seen once in every 50 years, suggesting that
the event on 29 July 2004 was a 1 in 50 year event.
It is informative to look at this event in more detail to see what factors may have led to such an extreme
value. The IMF Bz remained southward for significant periods during the recovery phase of each of the
storms, remaining predominantly southward for 14 h, 10 h, and 43 h for the first, second, and third storm
recovery phases, respectively. Predominantly southward IMF Bz during the storm recovery phase is known
to be an important requirement for efficient electron acceleration to relativistic energies [Iles et al., 2002;
Miyoshi and Kataoka, 2008; Miyoshi et al., 2013]. For the first and second storms the average values of the
AE index during the 14 and 10 h of predominantly southward IMF Bz were 968 and 893 nT, respectively. For
the third storm, the average value of the AE index was 870 nT for the first 10 h following the Dst minimum
and 341 nT for the next 33 h. Such high and sustained levels of AE, driven by the southward IMF Bz, are
likely to be associated with strong and sustained levels of whistler mode chorus [Meredith et al., 2001, 2012;
Li et al., 2009, 2011; Miyoshi et al., 2013] and seed electrons [Meredith et al., 2003; Miyoshi et al., 2013] and
concomitant acceleration of the seed electrons to MeV energies by resonant wave-particle interactions with
the whistler mode chorus waves [e.g., Horne et al., 2005a, 2005b]. Furthermore, during the recovery phase
of the third storm the solar wind pressure stayed low, < 1.0 nPa, for a few days leading to an expanded
magnetosphere aiding the magnetic confinement of the freshly generated radiation belt relativistic
electrons [Kataoka and Miyoshi, 2008b]. Detailed modeling of this event is now required to see if the extreme
flux levels observed can be captured by current radiation belt models.
Following the third storm on 27 July 2004, the E > 2 MeV flux was elevated for a period of 10 days. We might
therefore expect to find some evidence of anomaly increases during this period. Indeed, Double Star TC1
and TC2 reported over 30 anomalies during the period from July 27 to 10 August 2004, the majority of which
occurred in the Earth’s radiation belt and were attributed to internal charging [Han et al., 2005]. Furthermore,
on 3 August 2004, during the period when the relativistic electron fluxes were enhanced, Galaxy 10R lost
its secondary xenon ion propulsion system, used to maintain its in-orbit position, reducing its lifetime
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significantly [Choi et al., 2011] and resulting in an insurance payout of U.S. $75.3 million [Seradata SpaceTrak
Launch and Satellite Database, www.seradata.com]. The satellite, which was launched in January 2000 and
had been expected to last for 15 years, was eventually decommissioned in 2008.
The results suggest that satellites in geosynchronous orbit will be most prone to radiation damage when
they are located near the magnetic equator and least prone to radiation damage when they are located
farthest from the magnetic equator. Geosynchronous satellites located near 20◦E and 160◦Wwill thus on
average experience the largest fluxes, while those located near 110◦E and 70◦Wwill, on average, receive
the least. It is interesting to note that the difference in the average flux levels experienced at GOES East and
GOES West is about the same as the difference between a 1 in 10 and a 1 in 50 year events at either location
so that a 1 in 50 year event at GOES East is approximately equal to a 1 in 10 year event at GOES West.
7. Conclusions
We have conducted an extreme value analysis of daily averaged E > 2 MeV electron fluxes from the GOES
satellites during the 19.5 year period from 1 January 1995 to 30 June 2014. Due to gaps in satellite coverage
and careful selection of data, this results in 16 and 15.5 years of good quality operational data at GOES West
and GOES East, respectively. Our principal results are as follows:
1. The daily averaged flux of E > 2 MeV electrons measured at GOES West is typically a factor of ∼2.5 higher
than that measured at GOES East.
2. The 1 in 10, 1 in 50, 1 in 100, and 1 in 150 year daily averaged E > 2 MeV electron fluxes at GOES West
are 1.84 × 105, 5.00 × 105, 7.68 × 105, and 9.86 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1, respectively. The corresponding
1 in 10, 1 in 50, 1 in 100, and 1 in 150 year fluxes at GOES East are 6.53 × 104, 1.98 × 105, 3.25 × 105, and
4.35 × 105 cm−2 s−1 sr−1.
3. We suggest that the flux of E > 2 MeV electrons measured at GOES West is higher than that measured
at GOES East because the satellite at GOES West is at a lower magnetic latitude and hence L shell. Thus,
geosynchronous satellites located near 20◦E and 160◦Wwill, on average, experience the largest fluxes.
4. The largest event seen during the 19.5 year period on 29 July 2004 was a particularly extreme event and
was seen by satellites at GOES West and GOES East. The extreme value analysis suggests that this event
was a 1 in 50 year event.
We caution that the relationship between satellite anomalies and high levels of relativistic electron flux is
complex and there is no one to one correspondence. Additional factors such as the timescale for charging
and decay of the dielectrics are likely to play an additional important role [Bodeau, 2010].
Appendix A: Cross Comparisons of the GOES E > 2 MeV Relativistic
Electron Channel
The effect of different energetic particle sensor sensitivities on the observed ratios of the GOES West to
the GOES East fluxes needs to be determined. To this end, we apply a modified version of the method
first devised by Onsager et al. [2004] to compare the GOES 8 and GOES 9 E > 2 MeV electron fluxes. This
method takes advantage of situations in which two GOES satellites are separated by approximately 1 h in
local time, a condition that has existed on several occasions for extended periods, or when there is a near
conjunction in the course of a station change. The small physical separation reduces differences due to
different geomagnetic latitudes. The time separation is corrected for by shifting one time series in time
before comparing it to the other. This approach is valid when electron drift paths are undisturbed by local
time-dependent effects such as substorms; therefore, we apply the condition that the Kp index be less than
2 in order to reduce scatter in the cross comparisons. For the satellites used in this study, we have identified
four occasions according to the above criteria that permit an accurate cross comparison and one occasion
that is of lower quality though still useful. The cross comparisons performed for this paper are summarized
in Table A1. The labels “w” and “e” in the last two rows indicate the instrument look direction during the
indicated period.
Following Rodriguez et al. [2014], the relationship between the two time series adjusted as described above
is fit to a linear model, jy = A1jx + A0, using a least absolute deviation fit, and the standard errors of the fit
parameters, 𝜎1 and 𝜎0, are calculated using a Monte Carlo bootstrap method with replacement [Efron and
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Table A1. Results of Cross Comparisons of the GOES E2 (E > 2 MeV) Relativistic Electron Channel, for Kp < 2a
Separation A0 𝜎0
Sat y Sat x Period LT (h) A1 𝜎1 (cm
−2 s−1 sr−1) (cm−2 s−1 sr−1) r2 N
9 8 Jul–Nov 1995 0.95–1.08 1.0477 0.0039 −2.0573 0.1864 0.9789 23073
10 9 Jul 1998 1.63–2.12 0.6845 0.0063 1.2328 0.4673 0.9621 2956
11 10 Jun–Aug 2006 −1.0–1.0 0.8067 0.0062 30.033 2.4416 0.9502 8432
10 12 Jan–May 2007 0.95–1.15 0.8805 0.0041 −2.8030 0.6656 0.9551 25606
15w 13w Apr–Aug 2011 0.88–1.04 1.2301 0.0033 0.7523 0.3858 0.9893 15067
15e 13w Apr–Aug 2011 0.88–1.04 1.0024 0.0026 0.1177 0.2889 0.9892 15067
aA1 (10 − 8) = A1 (10 − 9) × A1 (9 − 8) = 0.7172; A1 (11 − 12) = A1 (11 − 10) × A1 (10 − 12) = 0.7103.
Tibshirani, 1986]. The fraction of the variance explained by the linear model, r2, is also calculated. If A1 is
less than 1, then an uncorrected west-to-east ratio with jy in the numerator and jx in the denominator is an
underestimate of the true ratio by a factor A1.
The comparison between GOES 8 and 9 is expanded from 3 days (3–5 July 1995) as in Onsager et al. [2004]
to all times with Kp < 2 during July–November 1995. A 5 month period is also used for the GOES 12 versus
10 and GOES 13 versus 15 comparisons. In these three cases, which correspond directly to three of the GOES
West to East comparisons in this paper, the satellites were separated by approximately 1 h. In the case of
GOES 15, both detectors look westward at some point during the period of interest [Rodriguez et al., 2014];
therefore, results are given of cross comparisons between the westward looking GOES 13 detector and both
GOES 15 detectors.
For the remaining GOES East versus West comparisons (8 versus 10 and 12 versus 11), no direct cross com-
parisons are possible between the two satellites. However, a transfer of cross comparisons is possible from
GOES 10 to 9 to 8 and from GOES 11 to 10 to 12. At the end of June 1998, GOES 9 went into storage mode
and data taking ceased prior to a near conjunction with GOES 10, so we have to compare measurements
made when the two satellites were separated by 1.63–2.12 h in local time, greater than the preferred 1 h
criterion of Onsager et al. [2004]. Since GOES 10 was east of GOES 9 during June 1998, the observed 31.5%
discrepancy (A1 = 0.6845) between GOES 10 and GOES 9, the largest observed in these cross comparisons,
is probably larger than the true difference in sensitivity between the two instruments. In 2006, GOES 10 and
11 had a near conjunction at the end of June; the cross comparison is performed over the period before
and after the near conjunction when they were within 1 h of each other. The results of the cross-comparison
transfers are given as footnotes in Table A1.
Based on these cross comparisons, the observed (uncorrected) west-to-east E > 2 MeV electron flux ratios
range from a 29% underestimate (GOES 11 to 12) to a 23% overestimate (GOES 15 to 13). Therefore, the
differences in response between the various E >2 MeV channels are much less than the systematic factor of
∼2.5 between the GOES West and GOES East fluxes.
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